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PREDICTTNC~ PEER EVALUATIONS FROM MOCR.APHICAL INFORMATION

Pear evaluations have long been of interest to military behavioral
science researchers. Initially, concern was with the validity and reli-
ability of peer evaluations for use in the assessment of leadership abil-
ity and job proficiency. Findings resulted in the adoption of peer ratings
as an important element in leadership assessment in several Army programs,
most important among them being the U.S. Military Academy and Officer
Candidate Schools (OCS).

Concurrently, researchers began an examination of issues related to
bias in the peer evaluation process. These research programs have dealt
primarily with the effects of race and friendship on the evaluation process.
Cox and Krumboltz (1958) investigated the effects of racial bias on peer
ratings of leadership ability. With a sample comprising 469 whites and 64
blacks distributed across 9 flight training teams In the Air Force, they
examined the extent to which the race of a ratee affected the rating score
he received from both his black and his white peers. In the main, the data
supported the hypothesis that individuals of a given race receive higher
mean ratings from members of their own race than from members of the other
race. This finding , however , did not hold for all flight training teams.
Over all teams, the two races were able to reach substantial agreement
with regard to the rank ordering of Individuals on leadership ability
(r .76). The researchers concluded that the bias observed was in no
way complete, and that for practical purposes the validity of the peer
evaluation process was not violated by what bias did exist. Similar
conclusions have been reached by other researchers working in both military
(Dejung and Kaplan, 1962) and industrial (Schmidt and Johnson, 1973)
settings.

Hollander and Webb (1955) collected peer ratings on leadership, friend-
ship, and followership from 187 Naval Aviation Cadets. Their results led
them to conclude that leadership ratings were not a function of friendshin
ties when leadership was highly correlated with follovership. The indepen-
dence of leadership ratings from friendship ties was given additional
support in subsequent research using OCS students’ peer evaluations of
leadership qualities to predict OCS academic averages (Rollander , 1956).

The present research was designed to broaden the simultaneous examina—
tion of potential bias—producing variables by an assessment of the relation—
ship of selected biographic variables to peer evaluation scores.

METHOD

SA~~LE

Subjects were enlisted members of the 27th Brigade, 42’id Division of
the New York State National Guard . Data were collected at Fort Drum,
New York , during the annual two—week training period of the 27th Brigade . V
The participating unite were not , however, regular training units. The
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compan ies ~-hoscn were r egu larh ’  c o n s t i t u t e d  Nat iona l  Guard u ,i1t~ whos.
personne l were assigned .‘a a long—term basis. Five pl a toons  ~
from the 27 th  Br igade to he’ representative of various combat .~iid t ombat
suppo rt u n i t s . Tab le 1 shows the company and number of i n d i v i d u a l s  samp led.
Since the da t a  co l l e c t i o n  was carried out in the f ie ld d u r in g  breaks in
th e  t r a i n ing  schedule , aRt i st  tonal factors  made it impossih ic for  all  the
design ated ~uardsmen to p ar t i c i p a t e  in the procedure , r e s u l t i n g  in a
reduced N of 79 .

T ah ie l

PLATOt)NS SELECTED ANI) NUMBER OF
t’ARTICIPANTS FROM FACH PLATOON

Platoon N

Co. 0, 102nd Med ic al Ba t t a l ion  19

C~~. 8, 1/127th Armor Battalion 11

Headquarte ’rs and Headquarters Co.
1/108th i n f a n t r y

Co . A , 1/1 •‘-‘.th Infantr y 17

Comba t Support Co. , 7/ 108th I n f a n t r y  17

VARIA B L E S

Data were collected using two ins t ruments .  The Gua re~smen were I f r . ~ t

d i r ec ted  to f i ll  out a biographic survey which tapped demographic infor-
mation on their  educat ional ,  vocational , and military backgrounds. f l c
s p e c i f i c  va riables were~ age , level of educat ion , mi 11t~i i -v r inl < , loncth
of t ime In the National Guard , l e n g t h  of t i me in t h e i r  pr esent unit , end
whether e squad leader or not .

n
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Imetediatclv f o l l o w i n g  completion of the biographic survey , the men
were given an associate (peer) evaluation form . They were h i t  ru ctcl
t o  choose from among the other members of their platoon t h~ ~.i h.llvLleeals
they considered best at getting the job done and the six t h ’~ t t t e i ~1t Ie r ed
worst at g e t t i ng  the lob done . Choices were recorded on ~‘pt t c a l  ~;..ann1ng
answe r she~ t~~. The nominat ions  wert converted to  a numerical s c er ,  r e f e r re d
t o  here as the peer evaluation score.t

RESUL TS

A set et Pearson produc t—moment  co r re la t ion  c e c il  I. lC~~t ~- ~~~~~~ calculated
in or de r to exam ine the deg ree and direction of the interrel ations hip of
the b i o g r a p h i c  variables and the relationship between cach ot  the bio graphic
variabl es an~1 the peer evaluation scores . The results presented in Fat ’ le ’
demonstrate that the biographic variables are all s ig n i f i c a n t  lv co r re l a t ed
w i t h  th ~ pee r e v a l uat i o n  scores . The most at r ik t ng  ot i lec ~~’ i t  h i t  t o u s l e  it ’s
is betw ee n th e  peer evaluat ion score and m i l i t a ry  rank (r  — .01’ .

Table 2

7FRO-ORDER 1 NrERCORRELAT1ON MATRIX FOR RIOCRAPH It ’
ANP PEER EVAL1TATION VAR IABLES

(N - 76)

l EADER-
Vfll’LA 1 1ME I N 1’ IME IN SIt 11’

AC E 1’ iON RA2IK Ch ARD fiNi i l’os l r ft~\

Educat ton .

Rank . S t ~ .4~~

r ime in Guard •57 * .2t~** 5fl*

T ime in UnIt  .40* — .02 .24** •(~7*

Leade r sh ip
P o s I t i o n  .38* ,7l** .hl* .27** I1~

Pee r Ev al u a t ion
Score •49* 42 * ~ j * .43* ,.~4* . 4 0 k

~- t’ t t t

The conversion formula used was: Peer Score — 1()t~ + I + ‘(N  - 11 - i  
— 

1’ ,
N - i

where II — number ot high nom ina t i ons , 1 — number ot  low n o~” I n. ,t  ion 
N — number ~‘f subtects In the peer rating group .
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Table .~

REGRESSION ANALYS I S PREDICTING PEER l-’\’ M i ’ A T I O \
SCORES FROM BIOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

(N — 76)

SIP ERROR
V ~R1 A}tl.ES IN THE E~ t ’A r I t . IN B B E l A  B F

RANK 17 . S ’  0. 3 3  e’ . t’
T fl’IF i N  UNI T 7 ~~~~~~~ 

() , .~~ ~~. e c

EDU CAT ION S . e S  0 . 2 6  ~~~~ 
‘ . ‘ e’

I.FADFRSHIP POSITION 21 .1S 0 .7 0  I l . t l~
il~W IN GI1ARJ~ 10 .09 0.1° ‘ . ‘t .’ .‘ .

ACE 0. ‘~~) 0.0’  I. -0) 1, 7S~ 
I~~

t ’ON S F AN T 97. 60

R O. ”e

SIP ERROR 32 . 39

ENTIRE I-’~ t’AT iON :
F(t ’ , e”) ) — 1i .8R
(p .~ .001)

- -  

S1TMMAR\

M U l T I P l E E
VARIABLE R R~ ~~~~~~~~~ 

- .

RANK .(,1 . t - . .. ,

TIME IN 1’N I r , t ’ S . .4t ’S”

FDI (.A l’ION . ‘ 1 . 0 7 ”  . 0 .

LEADERS HIP POSITION . ‘I . ~.
‘ i . 7 ” '

TIME IN GUAR D . “.• ‘“ -~‘ . 0

A c t  . 
‘ s . ‘~.c ‘ Id . ,~~~~

*p~~ .01
**p~~. . 001

*** N.S .

— - - ~~~~~~~~~ 
,
-—-. - -.—~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~~ -- - - 
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lCISCI’Ss ION

,;tv en the strong relationship between individuals ’ rank .~t iici  U
peer evaluation scores , the major question was how reasonable  i t  ‘

expect  suc h a re l at i onsh i p. A m aj o r premise of the peer n omina l  t on  ci
rating process is that members 01 the group are able to compare t h ~
pt’o ticiency ~f group members in the  performance ot t he i r  lobs .  W i t h  each
adva ncement to  higher rank , t he  In d i v i d u a l  assent tel lv per t  orrc’; 7 i t t  e re ut

~oh , it not In task c.’c t t e n t , t hen in the responsibilities assot. l~~ t e ’ t.! with
hi s  fo rmal pos i t ion.  Therefore , wi th in  any given rank there should be
a di s t r i b u t i o n  o! peer scores such th at  some i n d i v i d u a ls  c u e  c : , , t  “ he~~t ”
and others “wors t” at performing their job . When this t.ili- .t r ibut e on  does
not occur , one possible inference Is that bias has been I t  i t . ’d ut. -e , i  in t o
the evaluation process. In this case , individuals of the higher ranks
wet- c r ated “heat ” at t h e i r  lobe and individuals of the lower ranks we re
ra ted  “wo rst ” at their lobs , it may he in f err ed t ha t  the  members of
the ge oup were not evaluat tug each lttd iv i du a l  based upon t ito ~0i’ h1’hev t o t ~ t.
associated with eech ratee ’s actual job , hut rather that each later was
redef t h I n g  t h e  t eecc i  “ lob ” In such a manner as to  ar r ive  at  one set of
oh he!c~v ior~ which con!.! he a~ p Ii ~‘d , oc’~ccuet1v at.’ ro sa ranks o all .~t out’

cw:~tts e F S

0n~ exp lana t ion  t o r  the working s  01 t h is bias is that  it  may b~ due
I , ’ a Ieve1L u~ ~~f t c t . t .  Essentially , this is an extrapolation of Si mm e l ’ s
concept 01 soc Eel leve l lug (Wo I t  t , I’) ‘eO’ . I t  ci group of i n d i v i d ua l s  a re
to rate each other on how well ccc h p e r c o r m s h i  a lob , vet t h e se same
i ndividuals perform dIfferent jobs • t h e n  h~ evalteat  ton in ces t  h~ based
upon t he lowes t level ~ t lob behaviors c onnote to .tl I members ct  th~ ~r eup .
F u r t h e r , I f  the  o r i g i na l  pro motion sy stem is val id , t hen each cne’nh e t- of
a give n rank must have f i r s t  demonstrated ht~ p r o f i c i e n c y  .et each lower
ra nk , the  best pe rsone at cmv given rank being promoted t o  the L1CXt
higher one. When the evaluat ion Is comparative across ranks , only  what
is requ i red  cit  the leve l of the  l owest rank found in the  grout ’  i s  a

t. ocunou de nominator  ot  job behaviors ot al l rat ecs . This common 1~ vel
01 behavio r becomes the J~~t m i t  ton ot ‘‘ lob” or the  e’v ci lu at  ion p r oc es s.
C Even t h i s  rede t i n  It ton of “ job ” awa~’ t roi’t the C-at se ’s at.’ t uci 1 ott to a
lower level 01 behaviors common to all ratees , in d i v i d u a ls  01 h igher
rank are seen as heat at the “ .‘ C ’  and those ot the lowest ranks are
Ions  l i ke  Iv o he seen as t’es I at the  “ j et ’ .

A related and perhaps rIot- c 1el~ usihl~ explanation is that , t.~t v en t h a t
indi v I du al s  at d i f f e r e n t  ranks perform et itte ren t jobs , the raters ce n t , !
not be expected to have complete knowledge of what  a l l  t h e  j obs en t a i l .
The ra t e r s must then rely upon soc La ! End I cat era of pro tic ieut.’v on th~
lob , r e d e f i n i ng  “ lob ” as t ha t of bei n g a Guardsman . The de fin Ition 0!
job La then broad enough t o  i n cl u d e  everyone in the  group in t he ev a lu~ t ion
piocess . in th i s  case , the  ra tee ’s rank is the  social i n dic a tor  of
p r o f i c i e n cy  at being a Guardsman , as is also , t o  a lesser ex t en t , l eng th
~f t ime on the job ( t i m e  in u n it l .
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